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Executive Summary 

 

 Catholic Charities engaged a team of Humphrey School of Public Affairs students 

participating in the Capstone Workshop “Managing Collaborations” from January to May 

2011 to address several issues.  The goals of the project were (1) to assess the amount of 

support for and commitment to the Opportunity Center from its Advisory Committee as 

well as from its Service Partners; (2) to understand all of the collaborative partners’ vision of 

success for the Opportunity Center, and recommend strategies to align the vision with 

operations at the Center; and (3) to explore how Catholic Charities’ lead role in the 

collaborative affects the commitment of the partners.  Catholic Charities commissioned the 

team to make specific recommendations and strategies to improve the services of the 

Opportunity Center and foster more collaborative efforts of both the Advisory Committee 

and the Service Partners. 

 The methods used to meet the project objectives were one-on-one interviews with 

eighteen members of the collaborative, participant observation of several meetings, 

document review, and the graduate school resources of readings and discussion. 

 Our five key findings were: 

(1) The role of the Advisory Committee was ambiguous. 

(2) Service Partners desired more tools to build relationships among themselves. 

(3) The Opportunity Center needs improved evaluation and accountablilty/feedback loops. 

(4) While an implicit collaborative mission exists, there is no explicit collective mission for 

the Opportunity Center. 

(5) There is a mismatch in racial, cultural, and linguistic identities of collaborative partners 

and the clients they serve. 
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 Based on these findings, we make the following five recommendations: 

(1) Restructure the Advisory Committee 

• Develop Mission, Define Roles, and Set Expectations. 

• Break into Sub-Committees, such as Evaluation, External Relations, and 

Operations. 

• Maximize engagement of members during meetings by minimizing updates 

and announcements.  Keep members involved between meetings. 

• Re-approach two missing stakeholders:  local law enforcement and clients. 

 (2) Support Relationship Building and Communication 

• Provide partners with a variety of tools of collaboration – high tech, low-

tech, or no tech to foster better communication. 

• Encourage both formal and informal gathering to increase face-to-face 

interaction and nurture relationships. 

• Recognize individual partners and staff for outstanding contributions to the 

success of the Opportunity Center to create more positive work environment 

and build community. 

• Wish List:  Building-wide intercom to reduce delays in client and partner 

meetings, and better connect first and second floor partners. 

(3) Evaluate Performance every Six Months 

• Liaise with HHH Evaluator to determine collective success metrics and 

evaluation for the Opportunity Center as a whole. 
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• Share Catholic Charities quarterly client surveys with all collaborative 

partners so that all partners can review progress towards goals. 

• Survey staff and service partners to understand advantages and challenges of 

the collaboration. 

• Communicate successes to all internal and external stakeholders on a regular 

basis. 

 (4) Create a Mission Statement for the Opportunity Center to fully integrate all 

partners’ collective mission and visions of collaborative success, and address issues of 

organizational identity. 

 (5) Explore Opportunity for Diversity in Partners and Staff as a potential means 

towards better connection with client population. 
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“I bring something, you bring something, and together we make a third thing, where the whole is 

greater than the sum of its parts.”  

     ---- Collaboration Partner 

 

 

Introduction 

 

 The Opportunity Center is a collaborative multi-service “one stop shop” and drop-in 

center serving the needs of single homeless adults in Hennepin County.  The Opportunity 

Center concept grew out of Heading Home Hennepin’s successful Project Homeless 

Connect events where people experiencing homelessness can access a comprehensive array 

of services in one location.  Catholic Charities is the lead agency in the collaborative, which 

is housed in a Catholic Charities’ building at 17th and Chicago downtown Minneapolis.  The 

building was formerly known as Branch III, a drop-in center that provided mainly basic 

services like meals and showers.  Through a major capital grant from Heading Home 

Hennepin, a multi-partner county initiative to end homelessness, Catholic Charities 

renovated the Branch III facility and opened the Opportunity Center in Fall 2010.  In 

addition to basic needs, the Opportunity Center also provides transitional services like 

housing, and employment.  There are more than a dozen agencies, or Service Partners, in the 

collaborative, with some co-located at the Opportunity Center and others located off-site.  

Catholic Charities operates the center, and there is an Advisory Committee comprised of a 

variety of outside stakeholders in the homeless services community.  
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 As already discussed in the Executive Summary above, Catholic Charities engaged a 

team of Humphrey School of Public Affairs students participating in the Capstone 

Workshop “Managing Collaborations” from January to May 2011 to address several issues.  

The goals of the project were (1) to assess the amount of support for and commitment to 

the Opportunity Center from its Advisory Committee as well as from its Service Partners; 

(2) to understand all of the collaborative partners’ vision of success for the Opportunity 

Center, and recommend strategies to align the vision with operations at the Center; and (3) 

to explore how Catholic Charities’ lead role in the collaborative affects the commitment of 

the partners.  Catholic Charities commissioned the team to make specific recommendations 

and strategies to improve the services of the Opportunity Center and foster more 

collaborative efforts of both the Advisory Committee and the Service Partners. 

 The following paper presents the findings.  First, it outlines the research design and 

methodology.  The paper focuses on three themes that emerged from the research: 

governance/leadership; communication/relationship building; and organizational identity.  

The paper also presents the criteria used for recommendations; the paper ends with 

recommendations and strategies for improving services and promoting collaboration. 

 

Methodology 

 

 Nearly all of the data that the team sought to collect is qualitative, so efforts focused 

on designing approaches and methods to gather the highest-quality information from the 

stakeholders.  The main methods used to meet the project objectives were one-on-one 

interviews, participant observation, document review, and our graduate school resources of 

reading and discussion. 
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 One thing that the three goals of the project have in common is that they deal with 

stakeholder perceptions, which are very subjective.  The team determined that the best way 

to understand what their perceptions are is to speak with the stakeholders themselves.  We 

opted for individual interviews over surveys and focus groups for a few reasons.   Since the 

collective is the sum of the parts, and the goals of the project revolve around individual 

organizational perspectives, it made sense to conduct one-on-one interviews.  Focus groups 

were not practical for the stakeholders, and online surveys can lack the nuance and 

spontaneous insights generated by face to face conversation.  We also felt that stakeholders 

would be more forthcoming and open if we convened in a private setting. 

 We conducted eighteen interviews with a wide range of collaboration partners. 

Participation in the interviews was optional for all partners.  We sought to mitigate issues of 

confounding, bias, and endogeneity by inviting a broad sample of collaborative members on 

the Advisory Committee, Catholic Charities, and Service Partners. Response by the 

collaborative partners was enthusiastic and cooperative across the spectrum of collaborative 

members.  All participants signed a standard University of Minnesota Institutional Review 

Board Consent Form (see Appendix A), and every interviewee agreed to have their interview 

recorded, which allowed us to better capture insights and analyze the data.  We guaranteed 

confidentiality to all participants, and obtained permission for verbatim quotation.   

The team used a standardized list of questions to each of the three groups (See 

Appendix B).  The interviews comprised a mix of question types: knowledge, opinion, 

feelings, experience, and quantitative scale.  Most interviews lasted approximately thirty 

minutes, and we provided an opportunity to all participants to add any further insights or 

comments at the end of the interview, or by contacting us afterwards. 
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The team also employed participant observation during as a part of our research 

design, attending an Advisory Committee meeting, a Service Partners meeting, and toured 

the Opportunity Center twice.  We also spent time at the Opportunity Center during our 

interviews and to observed the day–to-day operations, as well as interacted with collaborative 

partners in a casual and spontaneous manner.      

Additionally, there was a document review of materials pertaining to the 

Opportunity Center, like the Heading Home Hennepin Request for Proposal, the Catholic 

Charities Grant Application for the Opportunity Center, the minutes of the Advisory 

Committee and Service Partners meeting, and Catholic Charities’ client surveys. 

 Since the project took place in the context of a graduate school course, we were able 

to draw on the academic resources of our course readings (See Appendix C for Resource 

Guide), as well as class discussions with a dozen other Humphrey School of Public Affairs 

students under the guidance of a Dr. Melissa Stone, over the fifteen-week course period. 

 Data analysis consisted of each team member listening to all interviews at least twice, 

and grouping responses and insights into three broad, overlapping themes that emerged 

from the data collection:  governance and leadership; relationship building and 

communication; and identity.  We generated the criteria for our recommendations.  We drew 

on our own inductive analysis as well as several theoretical frameworks like organizational 

diagnosis, network analysis and stakeholder analysis to produce the final set of 

recommendations. 
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Findings, Analysis and Discussion 

 

 Project Goal Questions  

(1) There was strong commitment to and support for the Opportunity Center from 

its Advisory Committee, but that there was a clear desire for a more clearly defined role and 

mission for the group.  Service Partners were similarly strong in their commitment to the 

Opportunity Center, and partners felt that stronger relationships with the other partners will 

lead to better and more frequent collaboration.  

(2) The Advisory Committee, Catholic Charities, and the Service Partners had an 

implicit sense of mission and similar visions of success for the Opportunity Center, but 

would benefit from a collective mission statement.    

(3) Non-Catholic Charities partners nearly universally gave Catholic Charities high 

marks for leadership of the collaborative, especially noting an attitude of welcome and 

inclusion.    

In answering these questions, three broad, overlapping themes emerged from our 

research: governance/leadership; relationship building/communication; and organizational 

identity.  These three themes gave us an overall framework which drove our analysis and 

recommendations. 

 

Governance/Leadership 

Within collaborations aimed at solving complex public problems, leadership is clearly 

important in achieving successful outcome (Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006.)  Interview 

participants on the Advisory Committee consistently raised two key issues of governance 

and leadership during our research:  (1) The role of the Advisory Committee was ambiguous, 
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and (2) the functioning of the Advisory Committee would be enhanced by using the meeting 

time more strategically. 

Our data strongly suggest that the Advisory Committee has an implicit but no 

explicit mandate. “We do not know what our role is,” was the response from the majority of 

the Advisory Committee members we interviewed. We found that the Advisory Committee 

appeared to be at a crossroads, with the visioning now complete and the services in place.   

One member summarized that “ There’s been a kind of shift from a planning and concept 

group to an oversight and managing group.”  

The lack of explicit mission and role for the Advisory Committee put Catholic 

Charities in the position of having to focus on providing updates on programs during the 

two group meetings we attended. Meetings should allow partners to exchange ideas and 

information for the program success and strategize on how to move the partnership 

forward, but instead, valuable time is spent on things like updates and reporting that could 

be done through emails and memos. “We need to work outside the meetings. Everyone 

around the table has to have something to offer,” one provider suggested.  Another added 

“We should not only be talking about numbers of people we housed or helped but also how 

well did we do in securing those numbers?”  

 

Relationship Building/Communication 

 The two key issues surrounding relationship building and communication that 

emerged from our research were (1) the continued desire and need to build relationships 

among service partners and (2) better evaluation and feedback loops would improve 

accountability and the functioning of the Opportunity Center. 
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While the dozens of moving parts at the Opportunity Center will always present 

communication challenges, several partners highlighted the need for improved coordination.  

“We need to streamline things a little. We all need to be on the same page,” said one 

collaboration partner. The same data strongly indicate that there is a need for effective 

communication strategies and coordination. One partner summarized, “There’s a diverse 

group of team members and we need to be flexible in communication.”   

The data show a strong agreement among participants that partnership is what is 

going to make the Opportunity Center’s collaborative effort successful. “Collaboration helps 

everybody,” said one interviewee, “Because we all serve the same people, and we all need 

each other.”  The data also suggest that while some partners do not work directly with other 

service providers, they would like to build relationships that would enhance the collaborative 

effort at the Opportunity Center.  A service partner summed up: “Building relationships 

takes time…Everyone needs to know who everyone else is.” Opportunity Center partners 

should continue to encourage the exchange of ideas and information amongst themselves 

that would continue to benefit community.  

As with any collaboration, accountability rests on trust and relationships. Most 

partners scored Catholic Charities eighty-five to ninety percent for its role in leading both 

Opportunity Center and Advisory Committee. But when asked who was accountable to 

whom, more than half of the 18 participants interviewed at different places replied, “I don’t 

know,” and the rest seemed unprepared to answered. In a typical collaboration like 

Opportunity Center, this finding was not surprising since each partner working at the 

Opportunity Center collaborative is pursuing its own objective. It also speaks to the 

nonhierarchical nature of the partnership.  We observed that mechanisms for accountability, 

like evaluation, were underdeveloped for the Opportunity Center as a whole. 
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Data and observation also suggested that lack of effective communication can lead to 

frustrating lengthy waits in the downstairs area, which does not present an atmosphere 

conducive to the kind of transformation and results-oriented transitional services the 

Opportunity Center strives for. 

 

Organizational Identity 

 The transformation from Branch III to the Opportunity Center has presented 

challenges both internally and externally.  In terms of how non-Catholic Charities’ 

organizations and within the collaboration feel about how the lead organization creates a 

communal resource, nearly all partners across the board enthusiastically praised Catholic 

Charities’ efforts at inclusion.  However, clients and collaboration partners are challenged by 

the juxtaposition of a drop-in center and a transitional services center.  The external 

community of stakeholders’ perception of the transformation from the Branch III 

Opportunity Center is still evolving.   Several partners said they were unsure of whether the 

Opportunity Center was “a drop-in center with transition services, or a transition center 

where you can drop in.”  Others provided anecdotal evidence that clients seeking transitional 

services are challenged by the culture of the drop in center – either by running into bad 

influences on the first floor, or outside the Opportunity Center, where people who pray 

upon vulnerable populations hang around. 

The data overwhelmingly show strong interest and support for the Opportunity 

Center among service providers and key stakeholders.  Non-Catholic Charities Partners 

generally felt that Catholic Charities legitimized all the partners in the network by taking 

opinion and services seriously. “Sometimes organization gets in the way, and sometimes 

organizations don’t really want to partner.  Catholic Charities did a great job making 
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everyone feel like we are here to do this together,” observed on partner.   Another noted 

“Catholic Charities has been very open to having people other than Catholic Charities 

involved.”  

Both service providers and the clients recognize that there are still lingering negative 

perceptions about Branch III.  But a majority interviewed agreed thought they hoped that 

there would be a culture shift from the drop-in center (Branch III) culture to a “one stop 

shop” service center (Opportunity Center) providing housing solutions to the homeless in 

the Metro area.  The change from a “place to get results, not a place to get just referrals” will 

not take place overnight.  But the Opportunity Center can do more to promote the new 

culture. 

Data and observation led us to conclude that there are some imbalances regarding 

racial and linguistic diversity between the collaboration partners and the clients.  Many of the 

clients served by the Opportunity Center are people of color, or are Spanish-speakers.  Only 

a handful of staff and service partners are people of color or speak Spanish.  Half of the 

service partners interviewed noted this imbalance, and suggested that clients might better 

connect with service providers with whom they felt more closely identified. 
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Recommendations 

 

Criteria 

One of our basic assumptions is that collaboration is a messy, chaotic and dubious 

venture, and that co-location does not equal collaboration.  The vision of a robust 

collaboration was succinctly put by one collaboration partners: “I bring something, you bring 

something, and together we make a third thing, where the whole is greater than the sum its 

parts.”  

 The four criteria we used for generating the recommendations were (1) 

appropriateness of addressing the issue; (2) feasibility of implementation; (3) low or no 

monetary cost; (4) appropriateness of fit within the staff constraints of a non-profit 

organization. All recommendations were geared to address the key issues that emerged 

from our data analysis.  We also considered feasibility of implementation as critical for 

inclusion as a recommendation.  Monetary cost also figured prominently in our selection 

criteria.  We felt that recommendations that involved raising or spending significant financial 

resources would face an insurmountable hurdle to implementation, given the budgetary 

pressures faced by Catholic Charities, the Opportunity Center, and the Service Partners.  

Additionally, given that the employees of the collaboration partners in the Opportunity 

Center work in non-profit organizations and already have multiple responsibilities and 

limited resources of budget and time, we wanted to ensure that our recommendations would 

be a natural extension of existing practices, rather than piling on additional programs and 

work.  
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Recommendations 

 

1) Restructure the Advisory Committee 

• Develop Mission, Define Roles, and Set Expectations. 

• Break into Sub-Committees, such as Evaluation, External Relations, and 

Operations. 

• Maximize engagement of members during meetings by minimizing updates 

and announcements.  Keep members involved between meetings. 

• Re-approach two missing stakeholders:  local law enforcement and clients. 

 

Since leadership is a catalyst that makes things happen, the Advisory Committee’s 

role in the Catholic Charities’ Opportunity Center must be explicit.  Members of the 

Advisory Committee nearly unanimously supported a clarification of its mission and role.   

One member suggested that breaking into smaller Committees would “draw on personal 

interests, spread participation and responsibility, and I think would encourage deeper 

participation among this team.  So at each meeting someone from the various committee 

reports back.”  Engagement of members during meetings would be maximized by more 

strategic use of time during the gatherings.  Communicate anything that can be stated in an 

email or memo – like the calendar and updates – ahead of the meeting and then ask 

members to bring questions, comments, or concerns to discuss at the meeting.  Additionally, 

Catholic Charities should keep Advisory Committee members involved and engaged 

between meetings. 

The composition of the Committee may need to adjust to its mission and role.  This 

presents and opportunity to approach two stakeholders not currently involved on the 
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committee:  local law enforcement and client representation.  Public safety remains an issue 

at the Opportunity Center, and including local law enforcement in the Advisory Committee 

could be a step towards changing some of the negative environmental factors that impact 

clients.  While Catholic Charities regularly surveys clients, there is little consistent 

representation in the more formal authority structure.  Homeless adults are obviously a 

challenging group to reach and engage for this task, but clients provide an important voice in 

the process of evaluation. 

 

(2) Support Relationship Building and Communication 

• Provide partners with a variety of tools of collaboration – high tech, low-

tech, or no tech to foster better communication. 

• Encourage both formal and informal gathering to increase face-to-face 

interaction and nurture relationships. 

• Recognize individual partners and staff for outstanding contributions to the 

success of the Opportunity Center to create more positive work environment 

and build community. 

• Wish List:  Building-wide intercom to reduce delays in client and partner 

meetings, and better connect first and second floor partners. 

 

 There are several dozen collaboration partners, comprised of and individual staff, 

with a wide range of communication preferences and physical presence at the Opportunity 

Center.  Therefore, there is no one-size-fits-all method of coordinating and communicating 

all of the moving parts of the collaborative.  Service partners need all types of collaboration 

tools – from the high technology use of Wiggio, to the low-tech use of a directory of 
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providers, to the no-tech face to face communication.  The best way to communicate and 

coordinate is to cover every method.  All collaborative partners and staff should have the 

office phone, email, cell phone, and photo of everyone else involved in the collaborative – 

available online and also in a desk binder.  

 In addition to the formal service partner meetings, which can be intimidating to 

some partners, establish other informal opportunities for face-to-face relationship building, 

within office hours – like small group bag lunches, or coffee breaks.  Recognizing individual 

partners and staff on a weekly or monthly basis, both online and on paper, is a positive, and 

inexpensive tool for community building.  One wish-list item is a building-wide paging 

system.  The inability of first floor staff to reach second floor staff creates a frustrating 

backlog of clients in the waiting area, as well as a feeling of disconnect between the two 

floors.  A building wide intercom would allow reception and service desk staff to reach 

second floor staff who are in the building but away from their offices, lessening the wait time 

and frustration downstairs. 

 

(3) Evaluate Performance every Six Months 

• Liaise with HHH Evaluator to determine collective success metrics and 

evaluation for the Opportunity Center as a whole. 

• Share Catholic Charities quarterly client surveys with all collaborative 

partners so that all partners can review progress towards goals. 

• Survey staff and service partners to understand advantages and challenges of 

the Collaboration. 

• Communicate successes to all internal and external stakeholders on a regular 

basis. 
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Evaluation is an important management tool.  It provides a measure of 

accountability, so that organizations can better understand successes and challenges. The 

Opportunity Center is nearing its sixth month of operations.   It is an appropriate time to 

evaluate whether the collaborative is meeting its mission. Several partners have their own 

evaluation standards of outcomes and/or outputs that are reported with in their own chains 

of accountability, but there are few organization-wide or collective metrics. Catholic 

Charities takes quarterly client surveys but does not presently share them with all partners of 

the collaborative.  Because of Heading Home Hennepin’s strong stake in the collective, we 

suggest utilizing their evaluation resources, and liaising with Lisa Thornquist to establish 

metrics of success for the Opportunity Center as a collective. Catholic Charities should make 

the results of its quarterly client surveys widely available to all collective partners.  

Opportunity Center leadership should survey its staff and service partners to solicit input 

about its successes, challenges, issues, and suggestions for improvement.  If a formal process 

of focus groups and one-on-one interviews is not feasible due to time or budget constraints, 

a simple online survey can provide valuable insights, and the ease, quickness, and 

confidential nature of online surveys can be appealing to participants.  Lastly, it is important 

for internal and external stakeholders to know the extent of the Opportunity Center’s 

successes because evidence of success will increase stakeholder buy-in and commitment.  

More posters communicating transitional services successes to clients would be appropriate 

downstairs.  A monthly e-bulletin would give external stakeholders a better idea of the 

Opportunity Center’s progress. 
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 (4) Create a Mission Statement for the Opportunity Center to fully integrate all 

partners’ collective mission and visions of collaborative success, and address issues of 

organizational identity. 

 

 A mission statement is a valuable management tool for an organization to ensure 

that its operations align with its goals.  Most collaboration partners expressed that an implicit 

collaborative mission exists at the Opportunity Center, but also expressed enthusiasm about 

the establishment of an explicit mission.  The collective mission statement should address 

both drop in and transitional service goals, plus convey the spirit of a multi-agency 

community effort. 

 Additionally, the transformation from Branch III to the Opportunity Center is 

hampered by exterior signage that does not convey its mission or identity to clients or 

external stakeholders.  (Plans are currently underway to announce the Opportunity Center to 

the wider world of external stakeholders.) 

 

 (5) Explore Opportunity for Diversity in Partners and Staff as a potential means 

towards better connection with client population. 

 

 Many of the Opportunity Center’s clients are people of color.  Few of its staff are 

people of color.  Many of the Opportunity Center’s clients are Spanish-speaking.  Few of its 

staff are Spanish-speaking.   Stronger representation of the population served by the 

Opportunity Center is a potential means for better connection to clients.  The Collaboration 
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Partners need engage in discussion on the role of racial and ethnic diversity, linguistic, and 

cultural competency in its programs. 

 

  

Conclusion 

 

 Implementation of many of the above recommendations may require a larger 

investment of time and an adjustment to her overall workload. The current Program 

Developer can devote approximately 10 hours per week to the Opportunity Center.  It 

would make sense to discuss and adjust the work plan accordingly. Otherwise, 

implementation may strain staff resource allocation. 

Each recommendation can be implemented on a stand-alone basis.  Or several could 

be implemented piecemeal, or comprehensively.  All of the recommendations, together or 

apart, will foster better collaboration and enhance operations at the Opportunity Center.  We 

believe that the more comprehensive the approach to implementation, the greater the impact 

the recommendations will have.  As with any healthy collaboration, the whole will be greater 

than the sum of its parts.  
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APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORM 

PA8081005, Class Protocol IRB Application 
 

Opportunity Center 
 

IRB #: 0902S59401  
 
 
You are invited to be in a research project that is assessing the initial expectations 
partners have concerning the Opportunity Center. You were selected as a possible 
participant for the project because of your involvement with OC.  We ask that you 
read this form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the 
study. 
 
This project is being conducted as part of the class at the Humphrey School called 
Managing Collaborations which is supervised by Professor Melissa Stone.  We are 
also working in collaboration with Heading Home Hennepin on the project. 
 
The purpose of this study is: 
 
We would like to assess the amount of support for and commitment to the 
Opportunity Center from its Advisory Committee, as well as its service providers.   
 
We would like to understand the partners’ vision of success for the Opportunity 
Center, and recommend strategies to align that vision with the actual operations of 
the Center. 
 
We would like to explore how Catholic Charities’ lead role in the collaborative 
affects the commitment level of the partners. 
 
Procedures: 
 
If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following things: 
Answer our interview questions. 
 
Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 
 
There are no risks to participating in this study.  A benefit may be that your 
organization deepens its understanding of the benefits and costs to participation in 
this collaboration.   
 
Compensation: You will receive no payment for your participation. 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Confidentiality: 
 
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, 
we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. 
Research records will be stored securely and only researchers will have access to 
the records.  
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate 
will not affect your current or future relations with the University of Minnesota or 
the Humphrey School of Public Affairs. If you decide to participate, you are free to 
not answer any question or withdraw at any time with out affecting those 
relationships.  
 
 
Contacts and Questions: 
 
The faculty advisor/supervisor for this project is Dr. Melissa Stone. You may ask any 
questions you have now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact 
Dr. Stone at the Humphrey School, 612‐624‐3844 or via email, stone039@umn.edu. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to 
someone other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the Research 
Subjects’ Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 55455; (612) 625‐1650. 
 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Signature                  Date 

 
 
 



25 

APPENDIX B:  Interview Questions 
 
Questions for Catholic Charities Managers: 
 
1. Tell us about your involvement in the Opportunity Center.  
 
2. How was the governance structure of Advisory Committee established?  Who did 
you decide was on it and why?  
 
3. What is the role of the Advisory Committee?  
 
4. What kind of authority does the Advisory Committee have? 
 
5. What would buy in or increased commitment of the AC members mean?  What are 
you looking for from the members of the AC? 
 
6. Was the meeting we attended typical? 
 
7. What would enhance the functioning of the AC? 
 
8. What is your vision of success for the OC? 
 
9. How would you rate the success so far? 
 
10. How do you measure success? 
 
11. Are the results like housing and jobs related to collaboration between service 
providers? 
 
12.  What is your biggest concern about the OC? 
 
13. What feedback mechanisms do you have at the OC? 
 
14. Does the Advisory Committee or Service Partners have a collective mission, or 
mission statement? 
 
15. How would you describe relationships between service providers? 
 
16. Was the SP meeting we attended typical? 
 
17. Who implements suggestions from meetings? 
 
18. What kind of accountability structure is there at the OC? 
 
19. Is there cross‐agency collaboration? 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20. What would foster cross‐agency collaboration? 
 
21. Do you feel that you have the support that you need from Catholic Charities? 
 
22. How do you communicate with SPs and ACs?  How do they communicate with 
each other? 
 
23. What is the client experience like? 
 
24. How do you assess the client experience? 
 
25. What is the difference between Branch III and the OC? 
 
26.  Anything else? 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Questions for Service Partners 
 
1. Tell us about your role in your organization 
 
2. Tell us about your experiences at the OC? 
 
3. Why did your agency join?  What did they expect to gain? 
 
4. What your vision of success for your agency? 
 
5. How do you assess the success of your agency? 
 
6. Do you have a sense of collective mission at the OC? 
 
7. How is authority and accountability handled at the OC? 
 
8. What is your vision of success for the OC? 
 
9. How would you rate the success so far? 
 
10. What are the advantages of being part of the OC? 
 
11. What are the challenges? 
 
12. Do you collaborate with other agencies? 
 
13. Are there barriers to collaboration? 
 
14. What would enhance the functioning of the OC? 
 
15. Was the service providers meeting we attended typical? 
 
16. How has CC’s lead role affected the OC? 
 
17. What is the difference between Branch III and the OC? 
 
18. What is the client experience like? 
 
19. Anything else? 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Advisory Committee Questions 
 
1) What is your role in your organization? 
 
2) Tell us about your involvement on the Advisory Committee? 

• Subquestions:  Why did you join? How? Was this mandated? 
 
3)What is your relationship to CC? 
 
4) What is your relationship to Service Providers? 
 
5) Was the Advisory Committee meeting that we attended typical? 
 
6) Do you view your organization as an observer or participant in the OC? 
 
7) What is the role of the AC? 
 
8) How is accountability determined or handled in the AC? 

• Subquestion:  How is accountability handled in the OC? 
 
9) Who has authority in the AC? 

• Subquestion:  Who has authority in the OC? 
 
10) What is your vision of success for the OC? 
 
11) How would you rate the success of the OC in meeting its mission? 
 
12) What would enhance the functioning of the AC? 
 
13) On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being lowest and 5 being highest: 
 
a) How would you rate your organization’s commitment to the OC? 
 
b) How would you rate your overall experiences as a member of the AC? 
 
c) How would you rate CC’s role in leading the AC? 
 
d) How would you rate CC’s role in leading the OC? 
 
 
14) Is there anything else you can think of that would be useful for us to know about 
your experiences with the OC? 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